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Document Number Commentor 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 
FA1 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
FA2 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
FA3 U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI) 
FA4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
FA5 U.S. Department of the Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service 
FA6 U.S. Department of the Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service 
  
STATE AGENCIES  
SA1 Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
SA2 Michigan State Historic Preservation Office 
SA3 Ohio Department of Agriculture 
SA4 West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection 
SA5 Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
SA6 Ohio State Representative Dave Hall 
SA7 Michigan State Representative Aric Nesbitt 
SA8 Ohio State Representative Mark J. Romanchuk 
SA9 Pennsylvania State Representative Jason Ortitay 
SA10 Ohio State Senator Troy Balderson 
  
LOCAL AGENCIES 
LA1 New Cumberland, Hancock County, West Virginia 
LA2 Wayne County Commissioners, Ohio 
LA3 Sherrodsville Volunteer Fire Department, Inc. 
LA4 Marshall County Commission, West Virginia 
LA5 Defiance County Economic Development 
LA6 Jefferson County Port Authority 
  
NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 
NAT1 Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
  
COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO1 Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association 
CO2 Goldman and Braunstein, LLP 
CO3 FreshWater Accountability Project 
CO4 Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association 
CO5 Thornburg and Bean 
CO6 Michigan Chemistry Council 
CO7 GMEC Environmental Counseling 
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CO8 The Ohio Manufacturers’ Association 
CO9 JJP Worldwide Capital Investments, LLC 
CO10 Washington County Chamber of Commerce 
CO11 Thornburg and Bean 
CO12 Bricker and Eckler 
CO13 Food and Water Watch 
CO14 Harrington, Hoppe and Mitchell, Ltd. 
CO15 Sierra Club Michigan Chapter 
CO16 Marhofer / Campbell Development Co., LLC 
CO17 International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
CO18 Ohio Farm Bureau 
CO19 Food and Water Watch (form letters) 
CO20 Emens and Wolper Law Firm, LPA 
CO21 Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP 
CO22 Goldman and Braunstein, LLP 
CO23 Craig J. Wilson 
CO24 Stark Development Board, Inc. 
CO25 Eagle Manufacturing Company 
CO26 Emens and Wolper Law Firm, LPA 
CO27 West Virginia Oil and Natural Gas Association 
CO28 Goldman and Braunstein, LLP 
CO29 Business Development Corporation of the Northern Panhandle 
CO30 Denex Petroleum Corporation 
CO31 The Ohio Manufacturers’ Association 
CO32 Enervest Operating, LLC 
CO33 Ohio Hotel and Lodging Association 
CO34 Emens and Wolper Law Firm, LPA 
  
INDIVIDUALS  
IND1 Amalie Lipstreu 
IND2 Charles N. Steele, Ph.D. 
IND3 Rachel Garrison 
IND4 Chris Beebe 
IND5 David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust 
IND6 Sherry L. Miller 
IND7 Frank Zaski 
IND8 Jeff Johnson 
IND9 Frank Zaski 
IND10 Thomas and Caryn Dyer 
IND11 Russell Taylor 
IND12 Henry Roth 
IND13 Joseph and Patricia Padovan 
IND14 Louis H. Bedford, III 
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IND15 Robin Morse 
IND16 Sheila and Stan Bittinger 
IND17 Kim Hartle 
IND18 Jean Barbe 
IND19 Thomas H. Von Deyles 
IND20 Rob Rettig 
IND21 Anthony A. Lause 
IND22 Sheila Bittinger 
IND23 Ben Polasek 
IND24 Sherry and Carl Miller 
IND25 Chris Pereida 
IND26 Tara Preston 
IND27 Clarence and Linda Hornak 
IND28 David Harrer 
IND29 Roger E. Darrah and Glenn R. Darrah 
IND30 Mark J. Hedges 
IND31 John Dennis 
IND32 Trevor Hudson 
IND33 Michael Louden 
IND34 Matthew W. Turner 
IND35 Terrance Rybak 
IND36 Todd Chapman 
IND37 Terrence Lahr 
IND38 Shylo Bittinger Carmody 
IND39 Frank C. Hankins 
IND40 Cynthia Keenan 
IND41 Mark Eagleson 
IND42 David Fashbaugh 
IND43 Sherry and Carl Miller 
IND44 Frank Zaski 
IND45 Joan Kaiser 
IND46 Patrick and Renee Weaver 
IND47 Josh Staten 
IND48 Robert Lesz 
IND49 David Phillips 
IND50 Michael 
IND51 Carl D. Miller 
IND52 William O’Reilly 
IND53 Ronald Kardos 
IND54 Catherine Roberts 
IND55 Darla Huddle 
IND56 Daniel Parnell McCarter 
IND57 Frank Zaski 
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IND58 Rob Lesz 
IND59 Mildred M. Hennessey 
IND60 Rocco Zagari 
IND61 Anna Hansen 
IND62 James and Patricia Walter 
IND63 David Blough 
IND64 Henry Roth 
IND65 Stefan C. Grelecki 
IND66 Evelyn Hornish Schlosser, Harold and Jean Hornish, William Steingass, and 

Phil Hornish 
IND67 Sherry Miller 
IND68 Curtis Johnson 
IND69 Steve DiPietro 
IND70 Todd Billiter 
IND71 Richard L. Galehouse 
IND72 Karen Fox Esbenshade 
IND73 Laura Mebert, PhD 
IND74 Laura Mebert, PhD 
IND75 Lauren J. Walter 
IND76 Terry Lahr 
IND77 Sheila Bittinger 
IND78 Richard L. Courtney 
IND79 Evelyn Hornish Schlosser 
IND80 John G. Bulick 
IND81 Edward and Judy Goshe 
IND82 Christopher Pereida 
IND83 David E. Heer 
IND84 David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust 
IND85 Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick 
IND86 Frank Zaski 
IND87 Ronald Kardos and Marjorie Brigham-Kardos 
IND88 Robert C. Masters 
IND89 David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust 
IND90 Sherry Miller, Carl Miller, Carter Miller, and Carson Miller 
IND91 Michael Aberegg 
IND92 Sallie and Sue Schiel 
IND93 Karl Klement 
IND94 Daniel and Carrie Dick 
IND95 Terry Lahr 
IND96 Rocco Zagari 
IND97 R. Zagari, Jr. 
IND98 Dave Blough 
IND99 Michael P. Croghan 
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IND100 Greg Gurta 
IND101 Edgar D. Heller, Jr. 
IND102 Rosemary Caruso 
IND103 Terry Richards 
IND104 Jean and Harold Hornish 
IND105 Michael and Denise Otte 
IND106 Gary and Kathy Stewart 
IND107 Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater 
IND108 Aimee LeMay 
IND109 Dawson G. Alsdorf 
IND110 Eric Jones 
IND111 Anne Sousanis 
IND112 Don Daniel 
IND113 Mark and Kelley Otte 
IND114 Mary and Janet Henricks 
IND115 Dorothy Veeder 
IND116 Virginia Maturen 
IND117 Douglas E. and Mary Jane Palmer 
IND118 Douglas E. and Mary Jane Palmer 
IND119 Karsein Campbell (form letter) 
IND120 Jack Wulser 
IND121 Sarah R. Sherburne (form letter) 
IND122 Dennis Brennan 
IND123 David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust 
IND124 Terrance Lahr 
IND125 Sherry Miller 
IND126 David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust 
IND127 David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust 
IND128 Sherry L. Miller 
IND129 Lisa A. Teague 
IND130 M. Mohn 
IND131 David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust 
IND132 Karen Jones 
IND133 Frank Zaski 
IND134 Lawrence Goff 
IND135 Judith Goshe 
IND136 Katherine Haselberger 
IND137 Roger Maurer and David Maurer 
IND138 James McNaull and Greg McNaull 
IND139 Michael O. Schmuki 
IND140 Ryan Zoller 
IND141 Ryan Zoller 
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IND142 Sherry L. Miller 
IND143 John I. Klotzle 
  
PUBLIC MEETINGS 
PM1 Hamier, OH Public Scoping Meeting - March 21, 2016 
PM2 Fayette, OH Public Scoping Meeting - March 22, 2016 
PM3 Chelsea, MI Public Scoping Meeting - March 23, 2016 
PM4 Paden City, WV Scoping Meeting - April 4, 2016 
PM5 Cadiz, OH Public Scoping Meeting - April 5, 2016 
PM6 Navarre, OH Public Scoping Meeting - April 7, 2016 
PM7 New Washington, OH Public Scoping Meeting - April 6, 2016 
  
APPLICANT  
A1 Rover Pipeline LLC - March 25, 2016 
A2 Rover Pipeline LLC - April 11, 2016 

 



The commentor’s statement that there would be no impacts on 
Natural Resources Conservation Services (NRCS) easements in 
Pennsylvania is noted. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA1 – U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

Federal Agency Comments

FA1-1
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In response to the commentor’s request, Rover provided the 
NRCS with the requested data.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA2 – U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

Federal Agency Comments

FA2-1
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The commentor’s statement that the Mytoid Bat Conservation 
Plan (MBCP) has not yet received Service approval is noted. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI)

Federal Agency Comments

FA3-1
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Section 4.7.2 has been updated as recommended.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA3-2

The commentor’s statement regarding the FERC’s 
recommendation is noted.

FA3-3
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Sections 4.7.2 and 5.0 have been updated as recommended. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA3-4
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The commentor’s statements regarding ongoing discussions with 
Rover regarding compensatory mitigation are noted. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA3-5
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

T-15
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Section 1.2.2 has been updated to include information regarding 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) oversight of 
the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MIDEQ) 
Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-1
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

T-19
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Table 2.2-1 lists a summary of the acreage impacts associated 
with Project components.  Table 4.8.1-1 provides acreages for 
each individual aboveground component and the resource areas 
impacted. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-2
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Land use categories are defined in section 4.8 of the EIS.  
Agricultural land use impacts are discussed independently and 
are not included in the open land use category.  Detailed land use 
impacts for aboveground facilities are presented in table 4.8.1-1. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-3

The footnotes provide instructions on how to access the 
application on the FERC website using Rover’s docket number 
and the appropriate accession number.  The referenced 
documents can be found within Rover’s application filed with the 
Commission.

FA4-4
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Section 2.3.1 discusses the applicants’ construction procedures.  
The impacts of the Project and mitigation for soil compaction, 
including pre- and post-construction testing of soils are discussed 
in section 4.2.5. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-5

Sections 4.1.3.4 and 4.1.5 of the EIS have been updated to 
include discussions based on the results of the geo-hazard 
evaluation for the Project. 

FA4-9

Rugged topography refers to the steepness of the slope (typically 
slopes greater than 15-30 percent).  Steep slopes are more 
prevalent in eastern portions of the Project area, and a cross-
reference has been added to the text (e.g., tables 4.1.1-1 and 
4.1.3-3).

FA4-6

As described in section 2.5.3 of the EIS, third-party compliance 
monitors, under the direction of the FERC, would conduct daily 
construction monitoring of these actions.  Full-time FERC staff 
would also complete routine inspections in addition to the third-
party monitors.  Both the Environmental Inspectors (EIs) and the 
third-party compliance monitors would complete inspections on a 
daily basis and have stop-work authority.  Given the length of the 
Project, we estimate that seven monitors would be needed during 
construction.

FA4-7

Rover has developed several mitigation and construction plans to 
minimize impacts on sensitive resources.  As part of its 
Migratory Bird Conservation Plan, and in coordination with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Rover has committed to 
develop appropriate mitigation for impacts on migratory bird 
forested habitat.  As discussed in section 4.4.5 of the EIS, Rover 
is developing a wetland compensatory mitigation plan as part of 
its CWA Section 404 permitting process in consultation with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and MIDEQ.  Additionally 
Rover has developed site-specific residential plans for all 
residences within 50 feet of construction workspaces

FA4-8
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Sections 4.1.3.6 and 4.1.5 of the EIS have been updated to 
include additional discussion of karst areas and mitigation 
measures based on the results of additional surveys that were 
completed after publication of the draft EIS.  A map of known 
karst areas is provided in the Karst Plan in appendix G.  
Additional maps of known karst areas in the vicinity of the 
Project are provided in Rover’s Karst Report filed to the FERC’s 
eLibrary on March 23, 2016.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-10

Rover conducted a database search to identify land tracts within 
0.5 mile of the Project with hazardous materials.  A list of the 
databases used in Rover’s search is described in Resource Report 
8 (section 8.1.3.5) of its application.  The procedures for 
notifying EPA are described in Rover’s Spill Prevention and 
Response Procedures (Rover’s Spill Procedures). 

FA4-14

Given that both the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects involve 
updates at existing facilities with previously disturbed soils and 
shallow excavations, blasting would not be required. 

FA4-11

Section 4.2.5 of the EIS and Rover’s Upland Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Rover’s Plan) discuss the 
measures (such as slope breakers, trench plugs, sediment barriers, 
and mulch) that would be used to reduce erosion during 
construction and operation of the Project.  Rover has not 
proposed soil retention walls for the Project. 

FA4-12

As described in section 4.2.2.6, prime farmland is designated 
based on soil characteristics and not on the current agricultural 
use.  Thus, the vegetation on prime farmland would be 
characteristic of the vegetation in the area (e.g., forests, pasture, 
hay, corn, alfalfa).  Rover would continue to coordinate with 
landowners regarding mitigation and appropriate compensation 
for impacts on agricultural land, including prime farmland and 
farmland of statewide importance, as outlined in its Agricultural 
Impact Mitigation Plans (AIMPs) and its Plan. 

FA4-13
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Sections 4.3.1.7 and 4.3.2.6 have been updated to include a 
discussion on increases in impervious surfaces from newly 
constructed permanent access roads and associated impacts on 
water resources.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-15

Section 4.3.1.7 has been updated to include a discussion of 
protection of WHPAs during construction.  Rover has not 
provided updated information regarding consultations with the 
water suppliers.. 

FA4-19

We have no updated information from Rover or the EPA 
regarding the Reilly Tar Superfund site.

FA4-16

Section 4.3.1.2 has been updated to include the closest sole 
source aquifer (SSA) to the Project.

FA4-17

The section and table have been updated to report the correct 
number of wellhead protection areas (WHPAs). 

FA4-18

Section 4.3.1.4 of the EIS has been updated to identify the 
Project lateral (Majorsville Lateral) that would cross the WHPA 
in West Virginia.

FA4-20
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Section 4.3.2 of the EIS has been updated with additional 
information regarding the CWA Section 404 requirements. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-21

While pneumatic pressure testing is an option, the amount of 
energy stored in a compressed gas is much greater than the 
energy stored in a compressed liquid.  Therefore, pneumatic 
pressure testing, at the pressures required for testing the Project 
pipeline, poses an increased safety risk should a failure of the 
pipe occur. 

FA4-25

Aboveground facilities associated with the Panhandle and 
Trunkline Projects are existing facilities.  No new impervious 
surfaces would be created due to upgrades at these facilities.  
Permanent impacts from compressor stations for the Rover 
Project would be limited to the permanent footprint of the facility 
(see table 4.8.1.1).  Additionally, sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.8.1.5 
have been updated to include a discussion of increased 
impervious surfaces from access roads.  Rover would implement 
stormwater management measures during operation in 
accordance with federal and state requirements (see table 1.5-1). 

FA4-22

The width of each sensitive waterbody crossing is listed in 
appendix L of the EIS.  The section has been updated to include 
discussion about the total linear feet of sensitive waterbodies that 
are crossed. 

FA4-23

Appendix L has been updated with crossing distance and 
estimated impact acreages for Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Flood Hazard Zones.  Section 4.3.2.4 has been 
updated with information on impact acreages for Flood Hazard 
Zones, and section 4.3.2.6 has been updated with additional 
discussion regarding impervious surfaces. 

FA4-24
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Section 4.3.2.5 has been updated to include additional 
information regarding pre-cleaning.  The amount of water that 
would be used to pre-clean the test segments would vary 
depending on the length and diameter of each segment and would 
be in addition to the volumes listed for hydrostatic testing.  Rover 
would be required to follow the best management practices 
(BMPs) in its Wetland and Waterbody Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures (Rover’s Procedures) for intake and 
discharge of waters required for hydrostatic testing, including any 
additional water required for pre-cleaning (e.g. screening of 
intake hose, use of dissipation devices). 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-26

Rover would not use desiccants or chemicals to dry the pipe after 
testing.  Section 4.3.2.5 has been updated to include this 
information. 

FA4-30

Rover would submit water withdrawal permit applications to the 
appropriate state agencies.  These agencies would determine 
whether Rover may obtain water from its proposed sources.  
Typically, given the high volumes of water needed for 
hydrostatic testing of long, large diameter pipelines, water 
sources crossed by the Project right-of-way are used in order to 
prevent the need for transport of water from a more distant source 
by hose, pipe, or truck.  Rover is proposing to use municipal 
water sources as well as water sources crossed by the Project.

FA4-27

As discussed in section 4.3.2.5, following testing for both the 
Panhandle and Trunkline Projects, water would be discharged to 
well-vegetated upland areas at a rate of approximately 450 
gallons per minute (gpm).  Rover would discharge through an 
energy dissipating device at a rate of no greater than 2,000 gpm. 

FA4-28

As discussed in section 4.3.2.5, Rover would adhere to its 
Procedures, and Panhandle and Trunkline would adhere to the 
FERC’s Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures (FERC’s Procedures) regarding hydrostatic test 
water.  These procedures require the use of screens on the intake 
hose to minimize fish entrainment.  Additionally, these 
procedures require the regulation of discharge rate using 
dissipation devices.  Rover’s Procedures and the FERC’s 
Procedures can be found on eLibrary. 

FA4-29

Section 2.3.2.2 of the EIS describes the various waterbody 
crossing methods, including open-cut and dry-ditch methods.  
The section includes a description of two dry-ditch methods; 
flume and dam-and-pump.  The EIS has been updated based on 
updated crossing methods filed by Rover in June 2016, including 
dry-ditch crossing methods. 

FA4-31
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Based on Project changes filed by Rover in March 2016, the 
Burgettstown contractor yard and the Dennison contractor yard 
would no longer result in impacts on wetlands.  Section 4.4 has 
been updated

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-32

We will continue to coordinate with the COE and MIDEQ 
regarding wetland impacts and permit requirements.

FA4-33

As stated in section 4.4.5 of the EIS, appropriate wetland 
mitigation for the pipeline would be determined by the COE and 
MIDEQ.  We conclude that with appropriate wetland mitigation, 
as determined by the COE and MIDEQ, and Rover’s adherence 
to its Procedures, that impacts on wetlands would be minimized 
to the extent practicable.

FA4-34
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Approximately 61 percent of the upland forest removed during 
construction would be allowed to regrow over the long-term 
during operations.  In addition, Rover is coordinating with the 
FWS regarding mitigation for upland forest migratory bird 
habitat impacts, including voluntary mitigation funding.  
Collectively, these measures would mitigate potential impacts on 
climate change resulting from the loss of carbon sinks.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-35

As discussed in section 4.6.1.5, Rover would be required to file 
its final Migratory Bird Conservation Plan prior to the start of 
construction.  Included in this plan would be minimization 
measures and information on Rover’s voluntary mitigation 
funding for lost migratory bird habitat. 

FA4-36
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See the response to FA4-36.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-37

Section 4.6.1.2 reflects the best-available information on IBAs, 
managed wildlife habitat, and sensitive wildlife habitat provided 
by the FWS, state wildlife agencies, Rover, and our independent 
research.  Additional federal, state, and recreation lands that are 
within 0.25 mile of the Project are listed in table 4.8.5-1 and 
impacts are discussed in section 4.8.5. 

FA4-41

Impacts and mitigation associated with the loss of interior forest 
land on wildlife are further discussed in section 4.6.1.3.  Section 
4.5.3 has been updated to include the acres of interior forest 
impacted by the Project.  Additionally, the EIS acknowledges 
that impacts on forested land, including interior forest, would be 
significant.  However, Rover is in consultation with the FWS to 
develop mitigation plans and voluntary mitigation funding for the 
loss of migratory bird habitat. 

FA4-38

Section 4.5.4 has been updated with information on Rover’s 
Invasive Species Plan, and the plan has been added to appendix 
G of the EIS.

FA4-39

Section 4.6.1.5 discusses the status of consultation with the FWS 
and includes our recommendation that Rover file its final 
Migratory Bird Conservation Plan that includes documentation of 
its consultation with the FWS.  Mitigation measures for the 
Important Bird Areas (IBAs) crossed by the Project would be 
included in Rover’s final Migratory Bird Conservation Plan. 

FA4-40

T-29
Appendix T



See the response to comment FA4-36 regarding the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Plan.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-42

Sections 4.8.1.3 and 4.8.1.5 have been updated to include a 
discussion of the conversion of land to industrial use (including 
impervious surfaces). 

FA4-45

Section 4.7 has been updated with additional information 
regarding the status of consultations required for compliance with 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  We requested that the FWS 
consider the draft EIS our biological assessment for the Rover 
Pipeline Project.  After a review of the EIS, the FWS would issue 
its biological opinion, and any applicable conservation measures 
and enforceable terms and conditions.

FA4-43

As per our recommendation in section 4.7.3, Rover is continuing 
to coordinate with state agencies regarding state-listed species

FA4-44

As stated in section 4.8.3.1, no structures would be allowed 
within the permanent right-of-way. 

FA4-46
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See the response to comment FA4-14 regarding research into 
hazardous waste sites.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-47

The Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would involve updates 
within existing facilities owned or leased by the applicants.  
Given the limited scope of these facility modifications we do not 
expect any disproportionate impacts would occur on 
Environmental Justice communities. 

FA4-49

Section 4.9.8 has been updated with information by census tract. FA4-48

Section 4.9.8 has been updated to assess Environmental Justice 
by census tract.  As discussed in the section, we conclude that 
low income and minority populations would not be 
disproportionately affected by the pipeline. 

FA4-50
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As discussed in the EIS, the public has had the opportunity to 
comment throughout the FERC process, including open houses, 
scoping meetings, and draft EIS comment meetings.  
Additionally, the public can mail or file electronically any 
comments that they have on the Project, including topics 
regarding Environmental Justice issues.  The FERC will 
continue to accept comments after the end of the comment 
period. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-51

No updates were needed to the cumulative impacts analysis for 
socioeconomics. 

FA4-54

As stated in section 4.9.1, Rover anticipates that half of its 
construction workforce would be contracted with local union 
labor workers.  Rover has no plans to directly train or employ 
low-income individuals. 

FA4-52

Table 4.11.2-3 has been updated to reflect Rover’s March 28, 
2016 supplemental filing of a revised HDD noise analysis, 
including noise mitigation.  No NSAs would experience noise 
above 55 dBA (decibels on A-weighted sound level) day-night 
sound level (Ldn) from the HDD activity, and therefore there 
would be no significant impacts on any NSAs, regardless of 
whether the residents are considered an Environmental Justice 
population.  With respect to EPA’s request for the make-up of 
each NSA, this information is not currently available.  Further, 
over the life of the facility the make-up of a residence may 
change.  We use a 55 dBA Ldn criterion, based on EPA studies, 
that prevents indoor or outdoor activity interference, well below a 
level that could cause loss of hearing or pain.  Therefore, our 
criterion is protective of all individuals, regardless of age, race, or 
income.

FA4-55

Section 4.9.8 has been updated to identify census tracts where 
individuals could be impacted by noise from compressor stations 
and horizontal directional drills (HDDs).  Additionally, as 
discussed in section 4.11.2, construction and operation of the 
Projects would not result in significant noise impacts.  With the 
proposed mitigation measures and our recommendation regarding 
noise from HDDs, sound levels at all Noise Sensitive Areas 
(NSAs) are expected to meet the FERC criterion, and 
Environmental Justice communities would not be 
disproportionately affected.

FA4-53
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EPA appears to misinterpret the table and text.  We identify 
background noise levels to establish an existing baseline.  Our 
criterion is that the noise contribution from the compressor 
stations only not exceed 55 dBA Ldn.  In all instances where the 
existing noise level is above 55 dBA Ldn, the compressor stations 
would not result in a perceptible increase in noise (i.e. less than 3 
dBA increase).

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-56

Section 4.11.2.3 already identifies Rover’s proposed mitigation 
measures in the text associated with the table.  We find the total 
noise contribution, as presented in the table, including the noise 
mitigation, to be sufficient for disclosing and assessing impacts 
on noise.

FA4-57

We find the total noise contribution, as presented in the table 
including the noise mitigation, to be sufficient for disclosing and 
assessing impacts on noise

FA4-58
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We disagree.  As described in section 4.11.2.3, the proposed 
Panhandle and Trunkline modifications would not alter 
operational noise at those locations.  Thus, no additional noise 
analysis is warranted.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

FA4-59

As stated in section 4.11.2.3 - Operational Noise, unplanned 
blowdown events occur only during emergency and are rare and 
unlikely.  Planned blowdown events would occur during owner 
initiated inspection or maintenance.  The duration would be 20 
minutes to 2 hours and would occur once a year.

FA4-60

As stated in section 4.13.1, the Commission’s practice is to 
conduct an environmental review for each proposed project or a 
number of projects that are interrelated or connected.  Actions are 
‘connected’ if they:  trigger other actions that may require EISs, 
will not proceed unless other actions are taken, or are 
interdependent parts of a larger action (depending on the larger 
action for their justification)[40CFR 1508.25(a)(1)].  The 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not require 
speculative analyses that will not meaningfully inform the 
decision-making process.  If we were able to identify a sufficient 
connection between the proposed Project and specific upstream 
development (or downstream end-use), it would be difficult if not 
impossible to meaningfully consider these impacts as any 
emission estimates would be based primarily on broad or 
conflicting assumptions.  As such, lifecycle emissions are not 
addressed in the EIS, although cumulative analyses of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for the proposed Project along 
with other related projects with useful GHG estimates were 
considered.

FA4-62

Section 4.12.1 discloses that Rover would prepare an emergency 
response plan, per U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) 
requirements.  However, this plan is currently not available, nor 
are we a reviewing entity of this plan.  Commentors wishing to 
review this plan should contact the DOT, once it is available. 

FA4-61

Cumulative impacts of the Rover Project along with other 
projects occurring or reasonably foreseeable in the same 
watersheds were considered in our cumulative impacts 
assessment.  The impacts by watershed are presented in appendix 
S and generally summarized in section 4.13.6.

FA4-63
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

Rover has developed and filed an Invasive Species Plan for the 
Project (see appendix G).  Section 4.13 has been updated to 
include a discussion of Rover’s ongoing coordination with the 
FWS regarding mitigation for upland forest impacts. 

FA4-64

As no impacts on Environmental Justice communities were 
identified based on our updated analysis in section 4.9.8, no 
updates are required to the cumulative impacts section. 

FA4-65

See the response to comment FA4-62 regarding the FERC’s 
cumulative analysis of GHGs and lifecycle emissions.

FA4-66
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

Section 4.11.1.3 - Operation Emissions identifies the fugitive 
GHG emissions from the transmission pipeline, including 
pipeline blowdowns and venting.

FA4-67

During operation of the Project, Rover would conduct routine 
monitoring of the right-of-way to ensure the integrity of the 
pipeline, including checking for pipe exposure from scouring or 
erosion. 

FA4-68
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

Section 5.0 has been updated based on changes to the Project as 
well as input from agencies and the public.

FA4-69
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA5 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service

Federal Agency Comments

Based on Rover’s updated Biological Evaluation filed in April 
2016, Rover has committed to restrict tree clearing to between 
October 15 and March 31.  This clearing window would also 
encompass the FWS requested window for migratory birds. 

FA5-1

Appendix T
T-38



FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA5 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding the services uses of a 
Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) is noted. 

FA5-2
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA5 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

Appendix T
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA6 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service

Federal Agency Comments

In section 4.7.2 of the EIS, we are recommending that Rover not 
begin construction until all surveys are complete, it has 
developed appropriate conservation plans and mitigation for 
approval by the FWS, and the FERC has completed any 
necessary ESA Section 7 consultation. 

FA6-1
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA6 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

See response to comment FA6-1 regarding our recommendation 
that Rover not begin construction until all surveys, conservation 
plans, and any Section 7 consultations are complete. 

FA6-2
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA6 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

We will continue to coordinate with the FWS and the West 
Virginia Field Office (WVFO) regarding ESA Section 7 
consultation. 

FA6-3
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA6 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments

Appendix T
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA6 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service (cont’d)

Federal Agency Comments
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Section 4.10.2 of the EIS has been updated with the conclusion of 
“no historic properties affected” for Indiana.

STATE AGENCIES
SA1 – Indiana Department of Natural Resources

State Agencies Comments

SA1-1

Appendix T
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STATE AGENCIES
SA1 – Indiana Department of Natural Resources (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments
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The commentor’s concurrence that no historic properties are 
affected is noted.

STATE AGENCIES
SA2 – Michigan State Historic Preservation Office

State Agencies Comments

SA2-1
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On June 23, 2016, Rover filed the attachments that were omitted 
from its AIMP.  Appendix G has been updated to include the 
drain tile figure attachments.

STATE AGENCIES
SA3 – Ohio Department of Agriculture

State Agencies Comments

SA3-1

Section 4.8.4.1 has been updated to include a recommendation 
that Rover consult with the Ohio Department of Agriculture 
(OHDA) regarding the Ohio AIMP and revise or add any 
additional mitigation measures that may be appropriate.

SA3-2
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STATE AGENCIES
SA3 – Ohio Department of Agriculture (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

Appendix T
T-50



Given workspace requirements, geotechnical conditions, 
constraints, and overall construction feasibility, we conclude that 
it is not feasible or practicable to use the HDD method at every 
coldwater fishery or sensitive waterbody crossing.  Proposed site-
specific waterbody crossing methods and information are 
provided in appendix L of the EIS.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection

State Agencies Comments

SA4-1
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Sections 4.3.2.1 and 4.3.2.6 have been updated with additional 
information regarding access road crossings of waterbodies.  
Rover has stated that it would use equipment pad bridges or 
bridges with flumes.  All flumes would be sized for maximum 
flow.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-2

Section 1.2 has been updated with additional information about 
the West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection 
(WVDEP).

SA4-3
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Table 1.5-1 has been updated with the most recent statuses of 
required permits, approvals, and consultations.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-4

T-53
Appendix T



Rover would adhere to its Procedures for restoration of streams 
post-construction, which recommends against use of riprap.  
However, application of riprap for bank stabilization could be 
required to comply with the COE, or its delegated agency, permit 
terms, and conditions.  As discussed in the EIS, FERC monitors 
would conduct routine construction and restoration inspections to 
ensure that applicants adhere to BMPs and appropriately restore 
stream banks to pre-construction contours.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-5

Rover’s Procedures require segregation of the top 12 inches of 
topsoil in unsaturated wetlands and unfrozen wetlands; this is 
consistent with the requirements in the FERC’s Procedures.

SA4-6
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Rover would implement its Procedures, which require that 
equipment bridges be installed at all waterbodies and that Rover 
“design and maintain each equipment bridge to withstand and 
pass the highest flow expected to occur while the bridge is in 
place.”  A list of waterbodies that would be crossed by the 
Project are provided in appendix L of the EIS.  Equipment 
bridges would be constructed at the beginning of construction 
and maintained throughout the construction phase, only being 
removed as the Project enters the restoration phase.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-7

As stated in section 4.3.2.5, we are recommending dry-ditch 
crossings for all coldwater fisheries and sensitive waterbodies.  
All remaining waterbodies would be crossed using the open-cut 
method or an HDD.  As discussed in section 4.3.2.6, impacts 
from sedimentation and water turbidity would be expected within 
the immediate vicinity of open-cut waterbody crossings.  These 
impacts would return to baseline levels over a period of days or 
weeks following construction.

SA4-8
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The commentor’s statement regarding available GIS data for 
mines is noted.  Rover cited the West Virginia Geological Survey 
(WVGS) as its source for the information provided in its 
application.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-9

The commentor’s statement regarding available data for karst 
features in West Virginia is noted.  Based on publically available 
information, the portions of West Virginia that would be crossed 
by the Rover Project are not identified as containing Karst 
terrain.

SA4-10
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Appendix L of the EIS provides the waterbody type (ephemeral, 
intermittent, perennial) for each waterbody crossed by the Project 
as well as the width of the crossing.  As discussed in section 
4.3.3, the Project would result in no long-term or permanent 
impacts on surface waters.  Any compensatory mitigation 
requirement would be part of Rover’s CWA Section 401 and 
Section 404 permits.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-11

Sections 4.3.2.1 and 4.3.2.6 have been updated with additional 
information regarding access road crossings of waterbodies.  No 
permanent culverts would be installed.

SA4-12
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As discussed in section 4.4, Rover would follow its Procedures 
for construction, mitigation, and restoration through wetlands.  
While Rover has stated that it would perform compaction tests 
before and after construction within residential and agricultural 
areas, Rover has not indicated that it would perform these tests in 
wetlands.  However, adherence to the measures in its Procedures 
both during construction and post-construction would minimize 
long-term impacts due to compaction in wetlands.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-13

Compensatory mitigation for wetlands is discussed in section 
4.4.6 of the document.  Review and approval of compensatory 
mitigation would be a part of Rover’s CWA Section 404 permit.

SA4-14
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As stated in section 4.4.3, Rover would be required to conduct 
monitoring for a minimum of 3 years.  Additionally, Rover 
would be required to meet the requirements of its CWA Section 
404 permit, including any additional monitoring as requested by 
the COE.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-15

Table 4.11.1-5 is based on the most recent publicly available 
information, and represents estimates of the scope of emissions.  
Rover would be required to comply with its permitted emission 
levels.

SA4-16
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Table 4.11.1-5 has been updated with the most recent potential 
emissions provided by Rover in its March 2016 supplemental 
filing.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-17
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The EIS is a summary document intended to disclose the 
potential impacts of a proposed action.  The document 
incorporates by reference all of the material filed in support of 
the permits and other regulatory clearances required to construct 
the facilities, should the Commission issue a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) for the Project.  As such, 
the summary table presentation of General Conformity applicable 
emissions provided in the EIS is sufficient for the public and 
decision makers to assess the potential impacts of the Project.  
Commentors seeking the detailed supporting information may 
view the application and supplemental filings available publicly 
on the docket for this Project.

STATE AGENCIES
SA4 – West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA4-18
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Information regarding the data available through the Natural 
Heritage Database as well as the limitations of the data is noted.

STATE AGENCIES
SA5 – Ohio Department of Natural Resources

State Agencies Comments

SA5-1
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As stated in section 4.3.2.3, the Project would cross two Ohio 
Scenic Rivers; Sandusky River and Maumee River.  Both rivers 
would be crossed by an HDD.

STATE AGENCIES
SA5 – Ohio Department of Natural Resources (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA5-2

The commentor’s statement regarding conservation site layers is 
noted.

SA5-3

The commentor’s statement that impacts on state-listed bats are 
not expected given the clearing windows is noted.

SA5-4

Rover has filed with the FERC the results of all surveys 
conducted to date.  These are available on the FERCs eLibrary.

SA5-5

As discussed in section 4.6.2.3 of the EIS, Rover would limit in-
stream work within exceptional warmwater streams between July 
1 and April 14.

SA5-6

As per our recommendation in section 4.7.3, Rover would be 
required to evaluate and assess each barn prior to its removal.

SA5-7

The Ohio Department of Natural Resources’ (OHDNR’s) 
recommendations that breeding seasons be avoided for state-
listed species if construction is proposed in their respective 
habitats.  Per our recommendation in section 4.7.3, Rover would 
continue to consult with state agencies regarding additional 
mitigation measures to minimize impacts on state-listed species.

SA5-8
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As per our recommendation in section 4.7.3, we recommend that 
Rover continue to consult with state agencies to identify any 
additional mitigation measures or surveys for state-listed species.

STATE AGENCIES
SA5 – Ohio Department of Natural Resources (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

SA5-9

Rover filed all survey data results with the FERC through the 
eLibrary system.

SA5-10
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

STATE AGENCIES
SA6 – Ohio State Representative Dave Hall

State Agencies Comments

SA6-1
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

STATE AGENCIES
SA7 – Michigan State Representative Aric Nesbitt

State Agencies Comments

SA7-1
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STATE AGENCIES
SA7 – Michigan State Representative Aric Nesbitt (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

STATE AGENCIES
SA8 – Ohio State Representative Mark J. Romanchuk

State Agencies Comments

SA8-1

Appendix T
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STATE AGENCIES
SA8 – Ohio State Representative Mark J. Romanchuk (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

STATE AGENCIES
SA9 – Pennsylvania State Representative Jason Ortitay

State Agencies Comments

SA9-1

Appendix T
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

STATE AGENCIES
SA10 – Ohio State Senator Troy Balderson

State Agencies Comments

SA10-1
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STATE AGENCIES
SA10 – Ohio  State Senator Troy Balderson (cont’d)

State Agencies Comments

Appendix T
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA1 – New Cumberland, Hancock County, West Virginia

Local Agencies Comments

The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.LA1-1
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA2 – Wayne County Commissioners, Ohio

Local Agencies Comments

See the response to comment SA3-2 regarding OHDA’s 
standards.

LA2-1

See the response to comment SA3-2 regarding OHDA’s 
standards.

LA2-6

See the response to comment SA3-2 regarding OHDA’s 
standards.

LA2-5

Section 4.8.4.1 has been updated to include a recommendation 
that Rover consult with the OHDA regarding the Ohio AIMP and 
revise or add any additional mitigation measures that may be 
appropriate.  These measures may include mitigation to prevent 
repaired tiles from sagging and separating. 

LA2-4

Sediment and erosion control measures are described in Rover’s 
Plan and Procedures.  These measures include slope breakers, 
trench plugs, sediment barriers, and mulching.  These and other 
sediment and erosion control measures are discussed throughout 
the EIS.

LA2-3

See the response to comment SA3-2 regarding OHDA’s 
standards.

LA2-2
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA2 – Wayne County Commissioners, Ohio (cont’d)

Local Agencies Comments

Rover would repair tile lines within 45 days of the pipeline being 
laid in the trench on the landowner’s property.  Section 8.C. of 
Rover’s AIMP states that if, after restoration, surface drainage 
problems develop, Rover would provide land leveling services 
within 120 days of landowner written notice.  See the response to 
comment SA3-2 regarding OHDA’s standards.

LA2-7

The commentors’ support for the specified recommendations is 
noted.

LA2-9

As discussed in section 4.2, Rover would employ topsoil 
segregation techniques in agricultural and residential areas.  
Rover would test both the topsoil and subsoil for compaction at 
regular intervals.  Soil identified to be compacted would be 
decompacted by deep tilling using a paraplow or similar method.  
Additionally, compaction tests would be conducted on 
undisturbed areas of the same soil type and conditions to 
approximate pre-construction soil compaction.

LA2-8
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA3 – Sherrodsville Volunteer Fire Department, Inc.

Local Agencies Comments

Section 4.12 discusses pipeline safety and states that the pipeline 
and aboveground facilities associated with the Project would be 
designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance 
with or to exceed the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 
49 CFR 192.  These regulations are intended to protect the public 
and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures, and 
include more stringent design measures in populated areas.  
Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3 of the EIS disclose pipeline incident 
statistics and conclude that the number of significant incidents 
over more than 300,000 miles of transmission pipeline indicates 
the risk is low for an incident at any given location.

LA3-1
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA3 – Sherrodsville Volunteer Fire Department, Inc. (cont’d)

Local Agencies Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA3 – Sherrodsville Volunteer Fire Department, Inc. (cont’d)

Local Agencies Comments

Appendix T
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA3 – Sherrodsville Volunteer Fire Department, Inc. (cont’d)

Local Agencies Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA3 – Sherrodsville Volunteer Fire Department, Inc. (cont’d)

Local Agencies Comments

Appendix T
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA3 – Sherrodsville Volunteer Fire Department, Inc. (cont’d)

Local Agencies Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA4 – Marshall County Commission, West Virginia

Local Agencies Comments

The commentors’ support for the Project is noted.LA4-1

Appendix T
T-82



LOCAL AGENCIES
LA4 – Marshall County Commission, West Virginia (cont’d)

Local Agencies Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA5 – Defiance County Economic Development

Local Agencies Comments

The commentor’s support of the Project is noted.LA5-1
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LOCAL AGENCIES
LA6 – Jefferson County Port Authority

Local Agencies Comments

The commentor’s support of the Project is noted.LA6-1

T-85
Appendix T



The commentor’s statement that the Miami Tribe has no 
objection to the Projects is noted.

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES
NAT1 – Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Native American Tribes Comments

NAT1-1

As discussed in section 4.10, if any human remains or cultural 
items are found during construction of the Project, Rover, 
Trunkline, and Panhandle would follow the procedures outlined 
in their respective Unanticipated Discovery Plans.

NAT1-2

The commentor’s request to serve as a consulting party for the 
Projects is noted.

NAT1-3
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Table 4.8.5-2 has been updated to include Mr. Yoder’s organic 
farm.  Additionally, section 4.8.5.1 has been updated to include 
discussion of impacts by the Project on organic farm land, 
including a recommendation that Rover develop a mitigation plan 
for Mr. Yoder’s farm.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO1 – Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO1-1

T-87
Appendix T



Based on our desktop review of the proposed route across parcel 
OH-WA-027.000, adjusting the route off the parcel would result 
in impacting several additional landowners. We conclude that 
the proposed route is preferable to other minor route 
variations. We have updated section 4.8.5.1 with additional 
information regarding impacts and mitigation for organic farms.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO1 – Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO1-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO1 – Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO1 – Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Appendix T
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO1 – Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO1 – Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Appendix T
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO1 – Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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The commentors’ submittal is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO2 – Goldman & Braunstein, LLP

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO2-1

Appendix T
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Due to a printing error, appendix I in the draft EIS was 
incorrect. On February 26, 2016 the FERC issued a correction to 
the draft EIS that included a correct appendix I, which includes 
the landowner name and/or parcel number.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO2 – Goldman & Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO2-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO2 – Goldman & Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Appendix T
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO2 – Goldman & Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO2 – Goldman & Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentors’ submittal is noted.CO2-3
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO3 – FreshWater Accountability Project

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statement supporting the no-action alternative 
is noted.

CO3-1

Section 4.11.1.3 discusses GHG emissions from construction and 
operation of the Projects.

CO3-2

The viability and financial stability of the applicants and 
associated companies is not within the scope of the 
environmental review. The Commission makes the 
determination of whether a project is in the public convenience 
and necessity. This evaluation and subsequent decision is based 
on many factors, including the final EIS and associated 
recommendations, market analysis, ensuring just and reasonable 
rates, and engineering analyses. This determination has not been 
made at this time.

CO3-3
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO3 – FreshWater Accountability Project (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

As discussed in section 4.11.1.3 and listed in table 4.11.1-14, the 
proposed compressor stations would not exceed the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants 
which are protective of human health and public welfare for the 
listed pollutants.  Section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS discloses the 
maximum quantity of both any individual hazardous air pollutant 
(e.g., formaldehyde and benzene) as well as the total sum of 
hazardous air pollutants.  Section 4.11.1.3 also discusses radon 
from compressor stations.

CO3-4

Table 4.9.3-1 of the EIS provides a summary of the number of 
fire departments, police departments, schools, and hospitals in the 
Project areas.  Section 4.12.1 of the EIS identifies that Rover 
must establish an emergency plan that includes making 
personnel, equipment, tools, and materials available in an 
emergency.

CO3-5

As described in Section 1.1 of the EIS, the applicants developed 
the Projects in response to customers’ demands and then filed 
applications with the FERC for authorization to construct and 
operate the proposed facilities.  The EIS is limited to assessing 
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Projects and 
an appropriate range of alternatives.  Although the EIS does 
consider whether alternative actions might meet the customers’ 
demands, the EIS does not consider or reach a conclusion on 
whether there is a need for the proposed Projects.  Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 40 CFR 1502.13 
implementing NEPA requires that an EIS “briefly specify the 
underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding 
in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.”  In 
other words, the EIS states the purpose of and need for a 
proposed project in order to define the range of alternative 
actions that the agency can legitimately consider.  The 
determination of whether there is a “need” for the proposed 
facilities for the purpose of issuing an authorization under 
Section 7 of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) will be made in the 
subsequent Commission Order granting or denying the 
applicants’ request for Certificate authorization and is based on a 
balancing of the benefits of the projects against any adverse 
impacts.

The Commission makes the determination for whether a project 
is in the public convenience and necessity.  This evaluation and 
subsequent decision is based on many factors, including the final 
EIS and associated recommendations, market analysis, ensuring 
just and reasonable rates, and engineering analyses.  The 
Commission considers the local, regional, and national benefits 
of each project against any adverse impacts.  This determination 
has not been made at this time.

CO3-6
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO3 – FreshWater Accountability Project (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO3-7 The commentor’s statement about our findings are noted.  
Detailed discussions for the resources and issues and the basis for 
our conclusions (including resources on which would incur 
adverse or significant impacts) are contained in section 4.0 of the 
EIS.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO4 – Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO1-1 regarding Mr. Yoder’s farm.  
See the response to CO1-2 regarding impacts on organic farms.

CO4-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO5 – Thornburg and Bean

Companies and Organizations Comments

As identified in section 4.12.1, the DOT establishes a minimum 
depth of cover dependent on soil conditions and construction 
under roads and railroads.  In Rover’s Plan and its AIMP, 
landowners can negotiate additional mitigation measures as part 
of the easement negotiations. 

CO5-1

We have evaluated the requested route variation on the parcel 
referenced.  Our analysis and conclusions are presented in table 
3.4.3-3 of the EIS.  Based on our analysis, we determined that the 
proposed route is acceptable and we are not recommending a 
reroute through this parcel. 

CO5-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO5 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Appendix T
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO6 – Michigan Chemistry Council

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s support of the Project is noted.CO6-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO6 – Michigan Chemistry Council (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

We disagree with the level of openness and transparency of the 
applicant referenced by the commentor.  Quarterly reporting is a 
requirement of the FERC’s Plan and is necessary to ensure a 
high-level success of restoration, particularly for projects with 
thousands of acres of land disturbance. 

CO6-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO7 – GMEC Environmental Consulting

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding Rover’s Migratory Bird 
Impact Mitigation Plan is noted.

CO7-1

The FERC and the FWS disagree with the allegations that the
FWS is requesting mitigation outside of agency authorities as
stated by the commentor. The FWS has provided comments
and recommendations to the FERC consistent with the
guidelines set by E.O. 13186 and the MOU between the FWS
and the FERC. The MOU between the FWS and the FERC
outlines a commitment by the FERC to consider impacts on
migratory birds and their habitats in any action the FERC may 
take, to encourage applicants to consider impacts on migratory
birds and their habitats, and to require applicants to
appropriately mitigate the impacts of their proposed projects
on migratory bird habitat. The FERC has the authority to
determine reasonable conditions under which to issue
certificates by law, under NEPA regulations, and under E.O.
13186 and the MOU. As such, we are recommending in section 
4.6.1.5 that Rover file its final Migratory Bird Conservation Plan 
that includes documentation of its consultation with the FWS 
regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.

CO7-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO7 – GMEC Environmental Consulting (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Appendix T
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO7 – GMEC Environmental Consulting (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO7 – GMEC Environmental Consulting (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Appendix T
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO7 – GMEC Environmental Consulting (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO8 – The Ohio Manufacturers’ Association

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s support of the Project is noted.CO8-1

Appendix T
T-112



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO8 – The Ohio Manufacturers’ Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO9 – JJP Worldwide Capital Investments LLC

Companies and Organizations Comments

As discussed in section 4.8.4.1, agricultural land would be 
restored to pre-construction conditions through the measures 
identified in Rover’s AIMPs and its Plan.  Additionally, we have 
recommended that Rover monitor crop productivity in areas 
impacted by construction for a period of 5 years.  If crop yields in 
restored areas are not similar or greater than those on adjacent 
croplands, Rover would be required to develop and implement 
restoration measures in conjunction with appropriate agencies 
and landowners until restoration is deemed successful. 

CO9-1

As stated in section 4.8.4.1 , Rover has committed to restore 
agricultural drainage systems to their original conditions or 
better, and would continue restoration until systems are fully 
operational.  Additionally, we have recommended that Rover 
commit to hire local drain tile contractors for all drain tile 
repairs/installation.  We have also recommended that Rover 
report information on all encountered, severed, or damaged drain 
tiles to the landowner and local Soil and Water Conservation 
District for future reference.  With implementation of Rover’s 
Construction Mitigation Plan (CMPs) and our recommendation, 
the EIS concludes that impacts on drainage would be short-term.

CO9-2

Insurance, property value, and mortgages are discussed in 
sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.6 of the EIS.

CO9-3
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO10 – Washington County Chamber of Commerce

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s support of the Project is noted.CO10-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean

Companies and Organizations Comments

Easement acquisition and landowner compensation is discussed 
in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.  The FERC is not involved in 
easement negotiations between a pipeline company and the 
landowner, nor would the Commission or staff be involved in 
eminent domain proceedings.  A landowner is free to negotiate 
the terms of an easement agreement with the pipeline company.  
However, if such negotiations fail and the Project is authorized 
by the Commission, compensation would be determined by a 
court of law in eminent domain proceedings.  The Commission 
considers the applicant’s need to use eminent domain in its 
decision on the projects. 

CO11-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The submittal of photos of structures on the parcel is noted.  As 
listed in appendix P of the EIS, one house on the parcel would be 
28.1 feet away from construction workspace and 113 feet from 
the pipeline centerline.  A site-specific residential plan has been 
developed for the house and is provided in appendix Q.  No other 
structures on the parcel would be within 50 feet of construction 
workspace and no structures would be permanently impacted by 
the Project. 

CO11-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Appendix T
T-120



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO11 – Thornburg and Bean (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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